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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 36 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the 

basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not 
identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this 
title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was 
made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 
383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a 
background for determining obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are 
summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the 
claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application 
indicating obviousness or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering 

patentability of the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner 

presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was . 
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commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were 
made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of 
the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and 
invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the 
time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 
U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 21- 29 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Danford-Klein et al., (U.S. Patent # 
6,041,318) in further view of McCann et al., (U.S. Publication 
Number 6,778,524 61). 

Consider claim 21, Danford-Klein et al., discloses and shows 
a method of a method for determining rating data for services in a 
communications network, characterized by the steps of: accessing 
data associated with a service or a subscriber sending a rating 
request (column 4 lines 23-42, figure # 1 elements 10, 12, 14, 16, 
18), including said accessed data (column 3 lines 20-27), to a 
distributed rating means for distributed rating based on distributed 
rating data related to said service (column 3 lines 20-27, figure # 1 
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elements 10, 12, 14, 16, 18) or subscriber, receiving resulting rating 
data from said distributed rating means (column 7 lines 21-37, figure 
# 5 elements 18, 59, 62, 64, 66, 68), and determining a rating value 
for charging said subscriber based on said received rating data 
(column 3 lines 23-37, figure # 4 elements 18, 59, 58, 52, 48, 54, 60, 
56). However Danford-Klein et al., fails to show a subscriber. 

In the same field of endeavor, McCann et al., show and 
disclose a subscriber (paragraph 0017 lines 5-21, figure # 1 and 
element 100). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention was made to incorporate the a 
subscriber as taught by McCann et al., in the method of Danford- 
Klein et al., to allow data access in the event of route failures. 

Consider claim 22, as applied to claim 21 above, Danford- 
Klein et al., and as modified by McCann et al., clearly shows and 
discloses the method, wherein characterized in that said distributed 
rating means is operated by a service provider, content provider, or 
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value added service provider (column 3 lines 23-37, figure # 4). 
However Danford-Klein et al., fails to show a distributed scriber. 

In the same field of endeavor, McCann et al., show and 
disclose a distributed scribe (paragraph 0017 lines 5-21, figure # 1 
and element 100). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention was made to incorporate the a 
subscriber as taught by McCann et al., in the method of Danford- 
Klein et al., to allow data access in the event of route failures. 

Consider claim 23, as applied to claim 21 above, Danford- 
Klein et al., and as modified by McCann et al., clearly shows and 
discloses the method, wherein characterized in that said rating 
request is sent from central rating means operated by a network 
operator (column 4 lines 23-42, figure # 14). 

Consider claim 24, as applied to claim 21 above, Danford- 
Klein et al., and as modified by McCann et al., clearly shows and 
discloses the method, wherein characterized by, before the step of 



Application/Control Page 6 

Number: 10/502,386 
Art Unit: 2616 

sending said rating request, the further step of determining pre-rating 
data (column 3 lines 20-38, figure # 1 and element 18). 

Consider claim 25, as applied to claim 21 above, Danford- 
Klein et ai., and as modified by IVIcCann et al., clearly shows and 
discloses the method, wherein characterized by, before the step of. 
charging said account, the further step of determining final-rating data 
(column 3 lines 5-10, figure # 1 and element 18). 

Consider claim 26, as applied to claim 21 above, Danford- 
Klein et al., and as modified by McCann et al., clearly shows and 
discloses the method, wherein characterized in that said raging value 
is determined based on said pre-rating data(column 3 lines 20-27, 
figure # 5 and element 68) distributed rating data from said distributed 
rating means, and final-rating data (column 6 lines 31-42, figure # 4 
and element 58). 

Claim 27, is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Danford-Klein et al., (U.S.Patent # 6,041,318) in 
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further view of McCann et al., (U.S. Publication Number 6,778,524 
B1). 

Consider claim 27, Danford-Klein et al., discloses and shows 
a method of a method for determining rating data for services in a 
communications network, characterized by the steps of: receiving 
data associated with a service or subscriber from central rating 
means accessing and determining rating data for said service 
(column 3 lines 20-27, figure # 1 elements 10, 12, 14, 16, 18) or 
subscriber based on distributed rating data related (column 7 lines 
21-37, figure # 5 elements 18, 59, 62, 64, 66, 68) to said service or 
subscriber and on said received data for transmission to said central 
rating means. However Danford-Klein et al., fails to show a 
distributed scriber. 

In the same field of endeavor, McCann et al., show and 
disclose a distributed scribe (paragraph 0017 lines 5-21, figure # 1 
and element 100). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention was made to incorporate the a 
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subscriber as taught by McCann et al., in the method of Danford- 
Klein et al., to allow data access in the event of route failures. 



Consider claim 28, as applied to claim 27 above, Danford- 
Klein et al., and as modified by McCann et al., clearly shows and 
discloses the method, wherein characterized in that said distributed 
rating data is accessed and determined by distributed rating means 
(column 7 lines 21-38, figure # 5 elements 18, 59, 62, 64, 66, 68). 

Consider claim 29, as applied to claim 28 above, Danford- 
Klein et al., and as modified by McCann et al., clearly shows and 
discloses the method, wherein characterized in that said distributed 
rating means) is operated by a service provider, content provider 
(column 7 lines 27-37, figure # 5 elements 18, 59, 62, 64, 66, 68). 

Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Danford-Klein et al., (U.S. Patent # 6,041,318) in 
view of McCann et a!., (U.S. Publication Number 2001/0029182 Al) 
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and in further view of Goodman et al., (U.S. Publication Number 
2003/0058800 A1). 

Consider claim 30, as applied to claim 27 above, 
Danford-Klein et al., and as modified by McCann et al., clearly 
shows and discloses the method, wherein characterized in that said 
central rating means is operated by a network operator 1 3). However 
Danford-Klein et al., and as modified by McCann et al., fails to 
show a rating means is operated by a network operator. 

In the same field of endeavor, Goodman et al., show and 
disclose a rating means is operated by a network operator 
(paragraph 0032 lines 1-4, figure # 2 and element 210). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention was made to incorporate the a 
rating means is operated by a network operator as taught by 
Goodman et al., in the method of Danford-Klein et al., and as 
modified by McCann et al., to allow data access in the event of route 
failures. 
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Claims 31M6, 18 and19^re rejected under 35U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Danford-Klein et al., (U.S. Patent # 
6,041,318) in further view of MotohashI et a!., (U.S. Patent Number 
5,946,670). 

Consider claim 31, Danford-Klein et al., discloses and shows 
a distributed rating system for determining rating data for pre-paid 
services in a communications network characterized by central 
rating means including a computer apparatus adapted to access 
service data associated with a service or subscriber (column 4 lines 
30-60, figure # 2 elements 12, 22, 34, 28) send a rating request, 
including said accessed data (column 3 lines 20-27, figure # 2 
elements 12, 22, 34, 28) to a distributed rating means for distributed 
rating based on distributed rating data related to said service or 
subscriber (column 4 lines 23-42, figure # 1 elements 10, 12, 14, 18) 
receive resulting rating data from said distributed rating means, and 
determine a rating value for charging a pre-paid account of said 
subscriber based on said received rating data. However Danford- 
Klein et al., fails to show a value for charging a pre-paid account of 
said subscriber based on said received rating data. 
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In the same field of endeavor, Motohashi et al., show and 
disclose a rating means is operated by a network operator (column 9 
lines 41-47, figure # 16 elements S3-4). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention was made to incorporate the a 
value for charging a pre-paid account of said subscriber based on 
said received rating data is operated by a network operator as taught 
by Motohashi et al., In the method of Danford-Klein et al., to allow 
data access in the event of route failures. 

Claims 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Danford-Klein et al., (U.S. Patent # 6,041 ,318) in view of 
Motohashi et al., (U.S. Patent Number 5,946,679) and in further 
view of McCann et al., (U.S. Publication Number 2001/0029182 A1). 

Consider claim 32, as applied to claim 31 above, Danford- 
Klein et al., and as modified by Motohashi et al., clearly shows and 
disclose a system wherein a distributed rating system, wherein said 
system is a mobile communication system. However Danford-Klein 
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et al., and as modified by Motohashi et al., fails to show said 
system is a mobile communication system. 

In the same field of endeavor, McCann et al., show and 
disclose a said system is a mobile communication system, rating 
means is operated by a network operator (paragraph 0003 lines 1-4, 
figure # 1 and element s 1 1 0). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention was made to incorporate the a 
said system is a mobile communication system as taught by , 
McCann et al., in the method of Danford-Klein et al., and as 
modified by Motohashi et al., to allow data access in the event of 
route failures. 

Consider claim 33, as applied to claim 31 above, Danford- 
Klein et al., and as modified by Motohashi et al., clearly shows and 
disclose a system wherein a distributed rating system said system is 
an IN/CAMEL system (column 4 lines 30-42, figure # 1 elements 12, 
12, 14, 16, 18 and element IN/Application 16 is running on server 
application). 
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Claims 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Danford-Klein et al., (U.S. Patent # 6,041 ,318) in 
view of Motohashi et al., (U.S. Patent Number 5,946,679) and in 
furtlier view of Frazee. (U.S. Patent Number 6,829,596). 

Consider claim 34, as applied to claim 31 above, Danford- 
Klein et al., and as modified by Motohashi et al., clearly show and 
disclose a system wherein said service is a prepaid service. However 
Danford-Klein et al., and as modified by Motohashi et al., fails to 
show a service is a prepaid service. 

In the same field of endeavor, Frazee. show and disclose a 
service is a prepaid service (column 2 lines 12-22, figure # 1 
elements 12). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention was made to incorporate the a 
service is a prepaid service as taught by Frazee. in the method of 
Danford-Klein et al., and as modified by Motohashi et al., to allow 
data access in the event of route failures 
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Consider claim 35, as applied to claim 31 above, Danford- 
Kleln et al., and as modified by Motohashi et al., clearly show and 
discloses a system wherein, said service is an electronic 
commerce/payment service (column 4 lines 30-42, figure # 1 
elements 12). 

Consider claim 36, as applied to claim 31 above, Danford- 
Klein et al., and as modified by Motohashi et al., clearly show and 
discloses a system wherein, said resulting rating data is cost 
per time unit or data volume, per event, per content, a set 
of tariff data including cost, duration/volume, time/volume 
interval, or a specific scaling factor (column 6 lines 58-67, figure # 5 
elements 59, 18, 62, 64, 68). 

Consider claim 37, Danford-Klein et al., discloses and shows 
a distributed rating system for determining rating data for pre-paid 
services in a communications network characterized by distributed 
rating means (16,19,21) including a computer apparatus adapted to 
receive data associated with a service or subscriber from central 
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rating means (14,17,20) access and determining rating data for said 
service or subscribed on distributed rating data related to said 
service or subscriber and on said received service data for 
transmission to said central rating means (column 3 lines 23-37, 
figure # 4 elements 18, 59, 58, 52, 48, 54, 60, 56). However 
Danford-Klein et al., fails to show a subscriber. 

In the same field of endeavor, McCann et al., show and 
disclose a subscriber (paragraph 0017 lines 5-21, figure # 1 and 
element 100). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention was made to incorporate the a 
subscriber as taught by McCann et al., in the method of Danford- 
Klein et al., to allow data access in the event of route failures. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered 
pertinent to applicant's disclosure. Eriksson. (US Pub 
#2005/0013297 Al) discloses an control system and communication 
systems that make it possible to transport traffic in connection- 
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oriented mode using the networl< infrastructure and hardware of a 
traditionally connectionless network. Yu Shaohua (US Patent # 
7,031,341 B2) discloses an interfacing apparatus and method for 
adopting Ethernet directly to physical channel. 

Any response to this Office Action should be faxed to (571 ) 

273-8300 or mailed to: 

Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to 

Customer Service Window 
Randolph Building 
401 Dulany Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 

communications from the Examiner should be directed to Syed Zaidi 

whose telephone number is (571) 270-1779. The Examiner can 

normally be reached on Monday-Thursday from 6:30am to 5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are 

Unsuccessful, the Examiner's supervisor, Seema S. Rao can be 
reached on (571) 270-3174. The fax phone number for the 
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organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
(571)273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained 
from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. 
Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for 
unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the 
Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) or 571-272-4100. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this 
application or proceeding should be directed to the receptionist/ 
customer service whose telephone number is (571) 272-2600. 



Syed Zaidi 
S.Z/sz 

November 28, 2007. 




^ WING CHAN 
SUPERVISORY RftTENT EXAMINER 




